
2-59

C
hapter 2 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - D

EIS

394-211 Comment noted.

394-212 BPA would gladly share the data within the clearing advisory and
show SPU personnel how that data is used to aid in the selection
of danger trees and retention of vegetation within the ROW.

394-213 There are but a few ways to value merchantable timber.  The
method most accepted within the appraisal industry is to value
that timber through the Cost Approach — delivered prices less
costs.  There is mitigation proposed to replace any potential lost
value of the CRW.

394-214 Burning will not be allowed.  See response to Comment 394-
129.  Disposal of nonmerchantable timber is usually part of
negotiations with landowners.  On some property
nonmerchantable timber is treated as slash and will be
disposed of through a number of possible ways including lop
and scatter, chipping, mulching, piling, etc.  Some landowners
prefer that the timber be left for their use.  In wetlands, the trees
cut would be left in the wetland, or removed by helicopter.

394-215 Some of the information needed to pinpoint the quantity of
clearing needed along the streams throughout the Proposed
Action area is not available at this time.  More field work needs
to be done to fully determine the amount of clearing that
would be required.

394-216 Comment noted.  These details would be worked out with each
individual landowner at the time the land rights would be
acquired.

394-217 BPA is proposing to use a new type of tower footing (micropiles)
to reduce the amount of disturbance at and near each tower
site.  Please see Section 2.1.1.1.

394-218 The road surface (crown) of the roads designed to accommodate
cranes and track hoes normally used to construct BPA’s 500-kV
towers, typically would be designed to be 16-feet wide for the
linear portions of the roads and wider at turns to accommodate
turning movements of the longer vehicles, such as the crane and
log trucks.  BPA roads typically range in width from 12 to 16 feet.

394-219 See response to Comment 394-147.

394-211

394-212

394-213

394-214

394-215

394-216
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394-220 See response to Comment 394-139.

394-221 BPA proposes using a new footing design for the proposed
project.  The new footing design would use what are known as
micropiles instead of the standard footing design.  See Section
2.1.1.1 of the SDEIS.

BPA would likely need to locate what is called a stringing or pull
site within the CRW.  These areas are selected by the contractor
and would need to be agreed to by the landowner prior to their
use in stringing conductors through the towers.  These sites are
typically about 1 acre, although they could be larger.  Please see
response to Comment 394-141.

394-222 The Final Wildlife Technical Report has been revised, as has
the other technical study reports, to remove this statement that
construction crews would remove selected trees in a 50 to 60
foot-wide area on each side of the proposed right-of-way.  BPA
would remove so-called “danger trees” off of the right-of-way
that would pose a threat to the safe construction, operation and
maintenance of the line.  However, these trees would need to
be identified on an individual basis and could be as far as 200
feet from the proposed right-of-way.  See also response to
Comment 394-217.

394-223 Sensitive resources include both sensitive species and habitats.
This was clarified in Section 1.1.1.6 of the Wildlife Technical
Report (Appendix B).

394-224 See response to Comment 394-147.

394-225 See response to Comment 394-147.

394-226 Analysis of potential impacts from habitat fragmentation within
the Cedar River Watershed was expanded in Section 4.1.1.1 of
the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B).  Habitat loss is
analyzed in Section 4.1.2, and is discussed by alternative.

394-227 This discussion refers specifically to listed species.  This was
clarified in Section 1.3 of the Wildlife Technical Report

394-217

394-218

394-220

394-221

394-222

394-223

394-219
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(Appendix B) to mean species listed under the Endangered
Species Act, including northern spotted owl, bald eagle, and
marbled murrelets.  The project vicinity is not a known high
use area for any of these species, and given the habitat
conditions in the project area, high use by these species is not
likely, as described in Section 3.3.2 of the Wildlife Technical
Report (Appendix B) and supported by available data including
WDFW PHS data (2000) and in Section 3.5 of the HCP for the
Cedar River Watershed (City of Seattle 2000).

As described in Section 3.2, Study Area and Approach, of the
Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B), there are two landscape
levels at which impacts are analyzed.  The first is defined as the
project vicinity, is a large area encompassed by Kent-Kangley
Road, to the south, Highway 18 to the west, Interstate 90 and
Rattlesnake Ridge to the north, and the boundary between the
lower and upper Cedar River Watershed, as defined in Map 6 of
the Cedar River Watershed HCP (City of Seattle 2000), to the
east.  The second is a smaller area, 0.25 mile from the centerline
of the project, and was chosen because the potential impacts of
the project are expected to be focused within that area.

Potential impacts to species with large home ranges are
discussed in general terms in Section 4.1.1.1 and changes in the
amount of habitat available for species in the project area are
discussed in Section 4.1.1.2.  Impacts are presented as both a
total acreage amount and as a percentage of the amount of that
habitat type available within 0.25 mile on either side of the
ROW project area.  This latter number is provided as an index
to the significance of the habitat removal, to give an
understanding of how much is being removed compared to the
availability in the immediate area.

Data concerning an unvalidated report of a spotted owl near
Rattlesnake Ridge was not available to the authors and, given
that it is unvalidated, would not change the analysis.  Although
Rattlesnake Ridge could provide suitable nesting habitat for
peregrines, according to recent available information,
specifically in the Cedar River Watershed HCP (City of Seattle
2000) and WDFW PHS data (2000), they are not known to
nest there.

394-224

394-225

394-226

394-227

394-228

394-229
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394-228 Section 2.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B) was
revised to include a description of the field methodology and
data collection.

394-229 Comment noted.

394-230 BPA does not agree that the project is inconsistent with the HCP.
See Appendix U of the SDEIS and FEIS and Appendix AA.

394-231 Potential impacts to species with large home ranges are
discussed in general terms in Section 4.1.1.1 of the Wildlife
Technical Report (Appendix B), with the greatest impact
expected to be habitat fragmentation.  This analysis was
expanded in the section to focus on changes in habitat for
these species.

394-232 Please see response to Comment 394-227.

Analysis of potential impacts from habitat fragmentation within
the Cedar River Watershed was expanded in Section 4.1.1.1 of
the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B) to include an analysis
on increased edge affect.  Habitat loss is analyzed in Section
4.1.2, and is discussed by alternative.

394-233 This is a typographical error and the text has been revised.

394-234 As stated in Section 3.3.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report
(Appendix B), these terms are defined in the Vegetation
Technical Report (Appendix C), specifically Section 3.4.

394-235 Species that were not included in the analysis were those not
expected to occur in the project vicinity, as described in Section
3.3.2 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B).  Inclusion of
species that are not expected to occur in the vicinity was
deemed unnecessary.

394-236 The spotted owl sighting in the project vicinity was of a single
bird and did not have the status of residential single (WDFW
2000) and, therefore, would not be considered a site center
around which a home range territory would be established.  The
0.5-mile figure was provided as a reference to the proximity of
the historic sighting to the project area only.  Additionally, habitat
for spotted owls in the location of the sighting is no longer
present.

394-230

394-231

394-232

394-233

394-234

394-235

394-236
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Data concerning an unvalidated report of a spotted owl near
Rattlesnake Ridge was not available to the authors and, given
that it is unvalidated, would not change the analysis.  Although
Rattlesnake Ridge could provide suitable nesting habitat for
peregrines, they are not currently known to nest there (i.e., in
the Cedar River Watershed HCP [City of Seattle 2000] and
WDFW PHS data [2000]).

394-237 Section 3.3.2.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B)
recognizes that the project area may contain suitable foraging
and dispersal habitat for these species.  According to the Cedar
River Watershed HCP (City of Seattle 2000), nesting habitat for
Goshawk may occur in the lower Cedar River Watershed,
although potential nesting stands listed did not include the types
found within the ROW.  The HCP also identified pileated
woodpecker and Vaux’s swift nesting habitat as occurring
primarily in the upper watershed.  The discussion of impacts
was revised to include loss of recruitment habitat for forest
dependent species.

394-238 The discussion of impacts was revised to include loss of
recruitment habitat for forest dependent species.

394-239 See response to Comment 394-238.

394-240 The discussion of impacts was revised to include loss of
recruitment habitat for forest dependent species.  This would
include marbled murrelets and Johnson’s hairstreak.  The lower
Cedar River Watershed (the project vicinity as defined in
Section 3.3 of the Wildlife Technical Report) is not likely to
provide habitat for lynx in the future because of the low
elevation of the area and the known association of lynx with
high elevation subalpine fir/spruce forests (Ruediger, et al. 2000).
Future potential development of suitable habitat for gray wolf
and grizzly bear is also questionable given the amount of
ongoing human activity in and around the watershed.

394-241 A discussion about peregrine falcons was added to Section 3.3.2,
Species to be Analyzed, of the Wildlife Technical Report
(Appendix B).  The Cedar River Watershed HCP (City of Seattle
2000) does not identify potentially suitable habitat within the
lower Cedar River Watershed.  However, because Rattlesnake
Ledge is within the described project vicinity and could

394-237

394-238

394-241

394-239

394-240

394-242

394-243

394-244
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394-245

394-246

394-247

394-248

394-249

394-250

394-251

potentially be used by peregrine falcons for nesting, the Wildlife
Technical Report was revised.

394-242 Because the project is located at low elevation, it does not meet
the definitions given for golden eagle habitat and so golden
eagle was not included in the analysis in Section 3.3.2 of the
Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B).

394-243 The discussion about impacts was revised to include loss of
recruitment habitat for late successional forest dependent
species.

394-244 Elevations for Cascades frog occurrences were not included in
the Cedar River Watershed HCP (City of Seattle 2000), therefore
this information was not available to the author.  Section 3.3.2.3
of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B) was revised to
show that Cascades frogs occur at these elevations in the Cedar
River Watershed.

394-245 The 150-foot clearing was based on information available when
the report was first prepared in late 2000.  Section 4.1.2 of the
Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B) has now been revised to
reflect currently available data on clearing.

394-246 Information about the electromagnetic effects of transmission
lines on limited -mobility species, such as amphibians is not
readily available, and the detailed discussion that would be
required to address this issue would be outside of the scope of
this EIS, therefore BPA will not be undertaking such a study
during the environmental review.

394-247 The “low level” impact was derived from the expectation that
blasting would be infrequent and that disturbance from blasting
would be of short duration.  This analysis was expanded in
Section 4.1.1.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B).

394-248 Habitat loss is discussed in Section 4.1.2 of the Wildlife Technical
Report (Appendix B), and is discussed at the species level by
alternative.  Habitat loss was added to the list of major issues and
also discussed at the broader scale, in Section 4.1.1 of the
Wildlife Technical Report.



2-65

C
hapter 2 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - D

EIS

394-249 See responses to Comments 340-002 and 394-235.  The details
about these mitigation measures will also be included in the
Mitigation Action Plan to be subsequently developed for this
project.

394-250 The discussion about impacts in Section 4.1.2 in the Wildlife
Technical Report (Appendix B) was revised to include
discussion about the loss of recruitment habitat for late
successional forest dependent species.  See response to
Comment 340-002 for a discussion of mitigation.

394-251 See response to Comment 394-249 above.

394-252 Information has been added to Section 4.7.2.10 of the SDEIS to
address creating and leaving snags where appropriate.  Also
information has been added to address replanting tree species in
areas impacted outside the ROW.  Creation of snags and
replantings will be done in cooperation with SPU to meet goals
as set forth in their HCP.

394-253 See response to Comment 340-002.

394-254 On lands north of the CRW, BPA would be conducting some pre-
commercial thinning.  With the exception of a few places, much
of the timbered acreage north of the CRW (not counting the
plantations) is composed of trees that are about 25 years old.
Stable Douglas fir is a species BPA would prefer next to its lines.
The 25-year-old stands are currently overstocked with trees.  By
taking out the smaller, weaker, deformed trees along with the
hardwoods and the Western Hemlock, a strong, stable stand of
Douglas fir will be left next to BPA’s line.

394-255 Section 4.1.1.2 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B)
was revised to include information about species that would
benefit from leaving course woody debris in the project area.

394-256 See response to Comment 340-002.

394-257 See response to Comment 394-255.

394-258 See response to Comment 340-002.

394-259 Section of 4.1.1.2 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B)
was revised to reflect more current recommendations and
describes techniques that are available.

394-252

394-253

394-254

394-259

394-255

394-257

394-258

394-256
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The details about these mitigation measures will be included in
the Mitigation Action Plan to be subsequently developed for
this project.

Section 4.1.1.2 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B)
was revised to include information about methods to minimize
bird collisions.

394-260 See response to Comment 394-227.  As stated in the Mitigation
Measures, Section 4.1.1.2, a distance of 2,600 feet will be the
standard for bald eagle nests.  The bald eagle nest surveys will be
conducted via aerial survey methods using a helicopter to fly
above and to the side of potential bald eagle nesting habitat and
visually searching for nests.  These surveys will be conducted by
a qualified biologist and the method has been approved by the
WDFW and USFWS.

394-261 The Wildlife Technical Report, Appendix B and Section 4.7.2.10
of the SDEIS have been revised to add mitigation measures to
avoid impacting raptor nests.

394-262 The project vicinity is described in Section 3.3, paragraph 1 of
the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B).

394-263 The finding of a low level impact was based on the definitions
given in Section 4.0 of the Wildlife Technical Report
(Appendix B), reduction of a habitat type that is very common
in the project vicinity.  Within the defined project area (0.25
mile either side of the proposed center line), forest removal
under Alternative 1 would represent 5 percent of the habitat that
is available.  In the lower Cedar River Watershed, the HCP
identifies 12,255 acres of second growth forest, of which 120
acres of forest clearing would represent 0.98 percent of the
habitat that is available.

394-264 See response to Comment 340-002.  Section 4.1.2.1 of the
Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B) was revised so that
spanning riparian reserves was no longer termed mitigation. The
details about mitigation measures will be included in the
Mitigation Action Plan to be developed for this project.

394-265 Comment noted.

394-260

394-261

394-262

394-266

394-263

394-264

394-265
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394-266 See response to Comment 340-002.

394-267 See response to Comment 394-252.

394-268 Section 4.1.3 of the Wildlife Technical Report was revised to
address currently available data about construction of access
roads. The details about these mitigation measures will be
included in the Mitigation Action Plan to be developed for this
project.  BPA is proposing to add approximately 1.4 miles of new
roads within the CRW, and abandon approximately 0.6 mile of
existing roads.  The net total of new access roads would be about
0.8 mile, encompassing an area of approximately 2 acres.

394-269 No roads would be built in wetlands.  Some new roads would be
built in buffers.

394-270 Section 4.1.5 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B) was
revised so that it does not appear that road removal by others is
being considered mitigation for the project.  Road closures by
the City of Seattle were included in this discussion on the basis
of the definition of cumulative impacts, which is to include
reasonably foreseeable actions in the project area.

394-271 BPA acknowledges that the transmission project was not
specifically contemplated by the HCP.  The HCP was undertaken
by the city to include activities carried out or authorized by the
City of Seattle, and not for BPA.  The HCP did recognize,
however, that new rights-of-way may need to be given.  See, for
example, Chapter 4.2-73.

394-267

394-268

394-269

394-270

394-271
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394-272 See response to Comment 394-271.

394-273 Comment noted.

394-274 Comment noted.

394-275 The distance used was changed from 60 feet to 75 feet.  Partial
clearing within the additional 75-foot zone (on the east side of
the ROW) would be focused in those trees with sufficient height
to strike the transmission line and/or towers in the event of a fall.

394-276 Approximately 2 acres would be cleared to accommodate the
new access roads within the CRW, all of which would be
located within the new or existing right -of-way.  No impacts
have been ascribed to any staging areas, since it is not known at
this time where those areas would be located.  Typically, BPA’s
construction contractors select the necessary staging areas and
arrange their use in concert with the property owner.  No
staging areas would be located within the CRW at the request
of the landowner.

394-272

394-273

394-274

394-275

394-276



2-69

C
hapter 2 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - D

EIS

394-277 Comment noted.

394-278 The plant associations given in the report are correct.  TSHE/
POMU, TSHE/TITR and other Tsuga heterophylla associations are
frequently dominated by Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii).
Plant associations are based on regeneration and climax
communities, not on current dominance.  True Douglas fir plant
associations in the Pacific Northwest are much drier than the
Cedar River Watershed sites.  A true PSME (Douglas fir) plant
association in the west Cascade low forests is extremely
uncommon, and is not found within the project area.

394-279 Comment noted.

394-280 A “0.5-mile [wide] corridor centered on the ROW” and an area
“within 0.25 miles [extending from each side the centerline] of
the ROW” are descriptions about an equivalent area.

394-281 The definitions of “seral” and specific class labels are detailed
within the text.  While the terms used may not fall within
standard forestry practice, that does not preclude the use of the
words.  The definition and explanation of the terms’ use provide
a clear understanding of the intended meaning.

394-278

394-279

394-280

394-281

394-277
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394-282 With regard to the first point, commercial logging in the Cedar
River Watershed HCP is now strictly limited; however, the age
distribution of trees within the project area still reflects logging
practices in the recent past.  The characterization of the present-
day stands is based on past practice, with no implication or
inference for future management practices.

394-283 The reviewer agrees with your comment and the age-class
mapping of the referenced area was reevaluated.

394-284 A revision is not required because Survey and Manage
requirements apply to USDA/U.S. Forest Service and USDI/
Bureau of Land Management lands only (see Record of Decision
for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the
Northern Spotted Owl, USDA/USFS and USDI, BLM, April
1994).

394-285 See response to Comment 394-193.

394-286 The reviewer agrees with your comment and reevaluated data
collected for Table 3 to make the acreage totals in that table
consistent with acreage totals elsewhere in the document.

394-282

394-283

394-284

394-285

394-286
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394-287 The 75-foot width is the appropriate figure for identification
of trees with potential to fall across the centerline of a 150-
foot corridor.  Section 4.1.3.1 does not mention use of a 45-
foot width.

394-288 Riparian habitat will be spanned.  No wetlands will be filled.

394-289 See response to Comment 340-002.

394-290 See response to Comment 349-005.

394-291 Certified weed-free straw is typically not available in the local
area and comes from farms within eastern Washington.  WSDT
has a list of sources of certified weed-free straw.  Before
purchasing any straw from these farmers, BPA would verify with
the local noxious weed board that the field, and the straw, are
indeed weed-free and would require proof of any herbicide
used on that field from the farmer.

394-292 See response to Comment 340-002.

394-288

394-289

394-290

394-292

394-287

394-291
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394-293 Comment noted.

394-294 Road information has been updated in the SDEIS.  See Sections
2.1.1.5 and 4.4.2.1 of the SDEIS.  See response to Comment
340-002.

394-295 See response to Comment 340-002.

394-296 See response to Comment 394-139.

394-297 See response to Comment 394-193.

394-298 See response to Comment 394-139.

394-293

394-294

394-295

394-296

394-297

394-298
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394-300

394-299

394-301

394-299 Please see response to Comment 394-230.

394-300 You are correct in identifying that this information was not
provided in the Vegetation Technical Report (Appendix C).
However, we do not feel it is necessary to collect or present the
information because it would not substantively contribute to the
impact analysis, or the identification of potential significant
impacts as required under the National Environmental Policy
Act.

394-301 Comment noted.
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394-302

394-303

394-304

394-302 See response to Comment 394-147.

394-303 A detailed description of potential impacts to wetlands associated
with Alternative 1 is provided in Section 4.9.2 of the
Supplemental Draft EIS.  Following the release of the draft EIS,
BPA conducted a wetland delineation of the wetlands within the
proposed right-of-way and substation expansion area.  Although
a total of 35.63 acres of wetlands and 20,277 linear feet of
streams were delineated in the project area, no permanent fill
material would be placed within waters of the United States,
including wetlands, during construction of the proposed project.

 See also response to Comment 340-002.

394-304 and -305   Additional information regarding methods used to
identify wetlands has been added to the Wetlands Technical
Report (Appendix D) in Section 2.1, Data Sources and Study
Methods.  For the purposes of preparing the initial Wetland
Technical Appendix, no waters of the United States were
“delineated;” subsequently no jurisdictional wetland boundaries
were established for the purposes of the DEIS.  Wetland
biologists located wetlands, including waters of the United States
within the 500-foot survey corridor as regulated by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Section 404), the Washington State
Department of Ecology, and King County.  Methods used for
identifying and locating waters of the U.S. are listed in Section
2.1, Data Sources and Study Methods, of the Wetland Technical
Report (Appendix D).

Wetland and stream boundary flags observed by SPU were
established in April 2001 for the purposes of guiding the
placement of tower and access road locations, and to minimize
the potential for wetland and stream impacts due to road and
tower construction.  The wetland and stream boundaries flagged
in April 2001 occurred after the drafting of the Wetlands
Technical Report (Appendix D) in late 2000.  These boundaries
were a reconnaissance of approximate jurisdictional wetland and
stream boundaries, using the 1997 Washington State Wetlands
Identification and Delineation Manual, the 1987 U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, and King
County’s Environmentally Sensitive Areas Ordinance (King
County Code, Chapter 21A.24). Official wetland boundaries
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394-306

394-305

394-307

394-308

394-309

were not “delineated” during this reconnaissance.  See response
to Comment 394-303.

The 1:24,000-scale orthophotos were used as an aid for the
creation of a base map of approximate wetland locations.  This
field map was then used in the field by wetland biologists to
guide the reconnaissance of approximate wetlands locations.
The map was then altered to reflect wetland boundaries as
observed in the field.  The orthophotos were not used to
determine the vegetation community composition of wetlands;
this was determined through a ground reconnaissance.

394-306 Brief descriptions about wetland community types and buffer
habitats have added the information to the Wetlands Technical
Report (revised Appendix D), Section 3.3, Study Area.  See also
response to Comment 394-303.

394-307 King County Environmentally Sensitive Areas (Chapter
21A.06.1415 A.1.) states that Class 1 wetlands are those “which
have present species listed by the federal or state government as
endangered or threatened or outstanding actual habitat for those
species.”  Concerning fisheries, the Landsburg Diversion Dam
on the Cedar River currently presents a passage barrier to all
anadromous fish species including bull trout (Coastal/Puget
Sound DPS [Threatened]), chinook salmon (Puget Sound ESU
[Threatened]), and coho salmon (Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia
ESU [Candidate]).  (Please refer to the Final Biological
Assessment for the Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission Line Project
2001 for more information).  Thus, no wetlands within the Cedar
River Watershed and within the Alternative 1 construction
corridor meet provision 21A.06.1415 A.1 as presumed by your
comment.  We understand that a fish ladder at the dam is being
constructed and these species may be present in the future.
Wetlands located within the Raging River Watershed may
provide riparian habitat for threatened anadromous fish species.

To ensure proper rating and protection of wetlands, prior to
permitting and construction all wetlands will be delineated and
rated using both King County’s Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Ordinance (King County Code, Chapter 21A.24) and the
Department of Ecology’s Washington State Wetlands Rating
System for Western Washington, Second Editions, August 1993,
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394-311

394-312

394-313

394-315

394-310

394-314

394-316

Publication 93-74.  While this information will be used for the
impacts analysis and compensatory mitigation planning, we do
not feel it is necessary to collect or present the additional ratings
information at this time because it would not substantively
contribute to the impact analysis, or the identification of
potential significant impacts as required under the National
Environmental Policy Act.  However, additional information
concerning potential impacts to wetlands from the construction
of the transmission line corridor has been provided in Section
4.1, Construction Impacts, of the Wetlands Technical Report
(revised Appendix D).  (Please also see response to Comment
394-303.)

394-308 Comment noted.

394-309 You are correct in identifying that this information was not
provided in the Wetlands Technical Report (Appendix D).
However, we do not feel it is necessary to collect or present the
information because it would not substantively contribute to the
impact analysis, or the identification of potential significant
impacts as required under the National Environmental Policy
Act.  See response to Comment 394-303.

394-310 Please see response to Comment 394-303.

394-311 You are correct in identifying that specific tower sites were not
provided in the Wetlands Technical Report for Alternatives 2-4B
(revised Appendix D).  However, we do not feel it is necessary
to present the information because it would not substantively
contribute to the impact analysis, or the identification of
potential significant impacts as required under the National
Environmental Policy Act.  See response to Comment 394-303.
A detailed description of potential impacts to wetlands
associated with Alternative 1 (the Proposed Action) is provided
in Section 4.1, Construction Impacts, of the Wetlands Technical
Report (revised Appendix D).  This approximation of wetland
impacts was made using the wetlands reconnaissance
information and BPA’s current roads and tower siting plan (Figure
5 in the Wetland Technical Report).

394-312 Please see response to Comment 394-303.
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394-318

394-317

394-319

394-320

394-313 Please see response to Comment 394-303.

394-314 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

394-315 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

394-316 Please see response to Comment 394-303.

394-317 See response to Comment 382-017.

394-318 Comment noted.

394-319 See response to Comment 394-303.

394-320 Please see response to Comment 340-002.
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394-322

394-323

394-324

394-321

394-321 See response to Comment 394-303.

394-322 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

394-323 Your comment regarding mitigation is noted and will be
addressed in the appropriate detail in the Mitigation Action Plan
to be prepared for this project, and in association with
permitting discussions with the appropriate federal, state, and
local regulatory agencies.  Please see responses to Comments
340-002 and 394-303.

394-324  A revision is not required because though the HCP (April 2000)
has committed to not harvest timber within aquatic and riparian
ecosystem components, this does not prevent the City from
conducting operations and activities associated with watershed
management.  The restriction alluded to by your comment only
applies to the commitment not to harvest timber for
“commercial purposes.”  (Cedar River Watershed HCP, April
2000: pages 4.2 6–7 and 4.2 45–46).  BPA did not intend to
imply that the City of Seattle would be responsible for any
impacts created as a result of the proposed project.
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395-001 At the time the wetland technical study report was prepared,
the amount of wetlands was estimated to be 25 acres within
the proposed right-of-way.  Further refinement of the amount
of wetland impacts was made for the DEIS which stated 16
acres of wetland impact.  Additional refinement of the level
of wetland impact contained in the SDEIS is 14 acres.  For
more information please see the revised Appendix D.

395-002 BPA recognizes the value that wetlands contribute to the
environment, and agrees with King County that these areas are
productive biological systems, providing habitat for fish and
wildlife.  BPA also recognizes that King County allows alteration
of wetlands for utility development (King County Comprehensive
Plan Policy E-139), as included in the comments provided by
King County, provided that all wetland functions are evaluated,
the least harmful and reasonable alternatives are pursued,
affected significant functions are appropriately mitigated and
mitigation sites are provided with monitoring.  BPA is committed
to complying with this King County Comprehensive Plan policy,
as well as other applicable King County policies.

BPA has selected Alternative 1 as its Preferred Alternative.  It
parallels an existing high voltage transmission line and takes
advantage of the existing clearing that has already taken place,
the existing access road system, avoids a separate crossing of the
Cedar River downstream of the existing crossing, and also avoids
paralleling the Cedar River as Alternatives 4A and 3 would do.
Furthermore, BPA has sited its substation expansion, transmission
towers and access roads in uplands to avoid filling any wetlands.

BPA proposes to provide compensatory mitigation to satisfy King
County regulations to mitigate for the 14 acres of forested
wetlands that would be converted to scrub/shrub wetlands within
the proposed transmission line right-of-way. See response to
Comment 340-002.

395-001

395-002
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395-003

395-004

395-003 BPA understands that King County’s goal is “no net loss of
wetlands.”  BPA will work with King County to develop
acceptable mitigation that meets both agencies’ needs.

BPA would use best management practices when constructing its
facilities so that wetland functions are protected, buffers are
protected to the extent practicable and significant adverse
impacts to wetlands are prevented.

395-004 BPA understands that the King County Code provides for the
alteration to wetlands to accomplish a public agency or utility
development such as the proposed project, provided that all
wetland functions are evaluated, the least harmful and
reasonable alternatives are pursued, the affected significant
functions are appropriately mitigated and mitigation sites are
provided with monitoring.

BPA has prepared a wetland report that it has submitted to the
King County Department of Development and Environmental
Services in compliance with King County requirements, and also
intends to provide compensatory mitigation to mitigate for the
alteration of forested wetlands to scrub/shrub wetlands that
would be necessary to construct the project.

Please see the revised Appendix D and the Wetland Delineation
Report (sent to the County under separate cover).

395-005 BPA understands that when adverse impacts cannot be avoided,
such as hand clearing of tall-growing vegetation in forested
wetlands in the proposed transmission line right-of-way,
compensatory mitigation may be allowed.  See response to
Comments 395-003 and 395-002.

395-006 BPA understands that King County zoning guidelines prohibit
development from occurring within wetlands except where the
minimum requirements are satisfied, and when there are no
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395-005

395-006

direct impacts to jurisdictional wetlands as a result of the
proposed project.  BPA has sited all of the proposed facilities,
e.g., transmission towers, access/spur roads and the substation
expansion, on uplands.

BPA intends to satisfy the minimum standards as identified in
King County’s comments to the DEIS. To wit:

KCC 21A.24.320 Wetlands — Development Standards.  BPA
recognizes that all wetlands within King County are protected
by buffers from 25 feet to 100 feet, and that the buffer widths
are dependent on the classification of their associated wetland.
BPA also understands that buffer widths can be increased by
King County when necessary to protect wetlands.

KCC 21A.24.330 (B) — BPA understands that King County
allows alterations to wetlands and wetland buffers pursuant to
K.C.C 21A.24.075 or if the proposed development will (a)
protect, restore or enhance the wildlife habitat, natural
drainage or other valuable functions of the wetland resulting in
a net improvement to the functions of the wetland system; (b)
develop a plan for its design, implementation, maintenance
and monitoring prepared by a civil engineer and a qualified
biologist; (c) perform the restoration or enhancement under the
direction of a qualified biologist; and (d) will otherwise be
consistent with the purposes of this chapter.  BPA also
understands that to establish baseline conditions, detailed
studies “may be required,” such special studies, should they be
required, shall include specific recommendations for mitigation
which may be required as a condition of any development
proposal (approval); and that these recommendations (if made)
may include specific design and construction techniques.

In complying with the King County Code, BPA has prepared a
wetland delineation report that identifies the direct and indirect
impacts to the sensitive areas, and how they can be reduced.
Additionally, BPA agrees to provide compensatory mitigation to
offset the unavoidable impacts to the sensitive areas as a result of
the proposed project.

While BPA has successfully cited all of its proposed facilities in
uplands, some buffer areas would be affected.  BPA
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395-009

395-010

395-011

395-007

395-008

understands that this section of the King County Code allows for
utilities such as transmission lines to be located in wetland buffer
areas “if no practical alternative location is available and the
utility corridor meets the additional requirements set forth in the
administrative rules.”  The rules say that utilities may be allowed
if:  (1) King County determines that no practical alternative
location is available, and (2) the utility corridor meets any
additional requirements set forth in the administrative rules
including, but not limited to, requirements for installation,
replacement of vegetation and maintenance.

BPA has undertaken an environmental review of the Proposed
Action and several alternatives, including the No Action
Alternative, under the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, as amended.  BPA has reviewed a range of alternatives
that included alternatives that circumvented the Cedar River
Municipal Watershed as well as those that crossed the Watershed
and non-transmission alternatives.  Alternative 1 was selected as
the proposed action since it would create the least impacts to
the human environment, which includes both the social
environment as well as the natural environment.  It avoided a
second separate crossing of the Cedar River, which is protected
under the Washington State Shoreline Management Act; would
avoid clearing riparian habitat along the Cedar River; was the
least likely to affect cultural resources; would require the least
amount of clearing in that it would be located immediately
adjacent to BPA’s existing 500-kV transmission line, and would
also require the least amount of new access/spur roads.
Additionally, the alternative was the one that the King County
Comprehensive Plan (ET-203) suggests should be looked at first
when attempting to site additional utility lines, and that is in
existing utility corridors.  The Proposed Action was the shortest
line under review, and therefore would have the least line
losses.  It also is the least costly to construct, including material,
land and mitigation costs.

Two alternatives, Alternatives 3 and C, would likely impact fewer
wetlands than the Proposed Action.  Implementation of these
alternatives, however, would create many other impacts to other
environmental resources.  Both alternatives would require more
clearing and more access roads and have a higher risk of
impacting cultural resources and scenic quality.  Alternative 3



2-85

C
hapter 2 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - D

EIS

395-013

395-014

395-015

395-012

would require a separate right-of-way through the Watershed
and a separate crossing of the Cedar River at a point where the
river would have shorter banks, requiring riparian vegetation to
be cleared.  Alternative C would impact a large number of
residences outside of the Watershed and wells on private lands.
These impacts seriously handicap these alternatives when
compared to the Proposed Action.

Since BPA is prepared to meet any additional requirements set
forth in administrative rules including requirements for
installation, replacement of vegetation and maintenance, so long
as these requirements would allow BPA to meet NESC (National
Electric Safety Code) requirements and its own maintenance
standards for safe operation and maintenance of the line, BPA
believes that it complies with the King County Code.

BPA understands that Section KCC 21A.24.330 (N) of the King
County Code allows constructing roads in wetlands as long as
certain conditions are met.

Since BPA has sited all of its facilities in uplands, no roads would
be constructed in wetlands.

All jurisdictional wetlands would be avoided as a result of BPA’s
proposal to construct the transmission line using a helicopter
instead of a boom as much as possible.  Doing so eliminates the
need to construct 16-foot wide access roads to reach the
proposed tower sites and the need to fill wetland areas.

BPA has submitted a wetlands report to King County that
addressed the impacts that its facilities would have on the
storage capacities of the wetlands, if any, and the degree that the
proposed project would impact the hydrology of these sensitive
areas as well. The agency agrees to mitigate the effects of these
impacts on these sensitive areas, as required by the King County
Code.

BPA understands that (as determined by King County) mitigation,
maintenance and monitoring measures shall be in place to
protect sensitive areas and (their) buffers from alterations
occurring on the development proposal site.
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395-016

395-017

395-018

BPA will be complying with EPA’s National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System in developing a storm water pollution permit
and filing the permit with EPA prior to the onset of construction
activities.  BPA also will be initiating water turbidity monitoring
before, during and following its construction activities to ensure
that no adverse impacts would be created to sensitive areas and
their buffers, including Seattle Public Utilities drinking water.

King County requires that mitigation be offered in the following
order of preference:  Avoidance, minimization, rectification,
reduction or elimination over time, compensation by replacing,
enhancement, etc., and monitoring.

BPA has successfully avoided the need to fill any wetlands.
However, some forested wetlands within the proposed right-of-
way would need to be cleared of tall-growing vegetation.  BPA
would minimize this impact by removing that vegetation that
would be a hazard to the safe construction, operation or
maintenance of the line.  Additionally, BPA would work with
King County and anticipates that it can provide the appropriate
level of compensatory mitigation to satisfy King County
requirements.

Section KCC 21A.24.340 of the King County Code states that
restoration shall be required when a wetland or its buffer is
altered in violation of law or without any specific permission or
approval by King County.  BPA understands this section of the
King County Code, and does not anticipate any activities that
would be found to be a violation of law, or that would be
found to be out of compliance with King County regulations.

Section KCC 21A. 24.340 of the King County Code states that
replacement shall be required when a buffer is altered
pursuant to an approved development proposal or a wetland is
used for a regional flow facility or other approved use.
Requirements for the restoration of wetlands may be met by
replacement wetlands.

BPA intends to avoid all wetland and stream buffers where it can
(avoidance) and minimize any disturbance where it cannot
(minimization).  Where impacts cannot be avoided, BPA will
work with the County to develop  acceptable mitigation that
meets both agencies’ needs.
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395-019

395-020

395-021

BPA understands Section KCC 21A 24.340 (D) of the King
County Code.  Enhancement may be allowed, but the wetland
biologic and or hydrologic functions shall be improved.

KCC 21A.24340 (F) — Replacement or enhancement off site
may be allowed if the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction
of King County that the off-site location is in the same drainage
subbasin as the affected wetland and that greater biologic and
hydrologic functions would be achieved.  BPA understands this
section of the King County Code, and intends to provide
compensatory mitigation.

395-007 KCC 21A.24.070 — Exceptions to the wetland standards are
allowed if no practical alternative exists with less impact on the
sensitive area and the proposal minimizes impacts on sensitive
areas.

BPA understands this section of the King County Code.  As
mentioned above, BPA believes there is no practical alternative
to the Proposed Action with fewer environmental impacts, and
the Proposed Action is designed to minimize impacts to the
sensitive areas that could not be avoided.

395-008 BPA did identify these impacts in the DEIS and also identified
mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts.  Please
see Section 4.6.2.11 of the DEIS and Section 4.6.2.10 of the
SDEIS.

395-009 Please see response to Comments 394-084, 394-188 and 394-
132.

395-010 Potential blasting impacts are detailed in Section 4.1.1.1 of the
Fisheries Technical Report (Appendix A).  That discussion also
states that no in-water blasting would occur, and that blasting
within 400 feet of fish-bearing streams would not occur when
sensitive life history stages of fish are present in the blasting area.

395-011 Comment noted.  BPA understands that King County
precludes development from occurring within rivers, streams
and associated buffer areas unless minimum requirements are
satisfied.  BPA has sited its proposed facilities to avoid all of
these sensitive areas, and agrees to provide compensatory
mitigation to offset impacts where they could not be avoided.
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395-022

395-024

395-025

395-027

395-028

395-026

395-023

395-012 Chapter 4 and Appendices A, C, and D of the SDEIS describe
the potential effects and mitigation for the Proposed Action
regarding water quality, fish habitat, and wildlife habitat.

See response to Comment 394-044 for a reference to response
to comments with additional information on impacts to water
quality, fisheries, and wetlands.

See response to Comments 394-062, 394-088, 394-096, 394-
098, 394-100, 394-101, 394-102, 394-227, 394-236, 394-237,
394-240, 394-241, 394-242, 394-247, and 395-006 for
additional information on impacts to wildlife.

395-013 The BPA, as specified under the EPA rules pertaining to
stormwater discharges into surface water bodies (40 CFR 122–
124), shall obtain an National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit for construction activities, including
clearing, grading, and excavation, that disturbs one or more
acres of land.  Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act,
federal facilities (or projects) are subject to these permitting
requirements; administration of this program has been
delegated to the state, however, for federal projects, EPA
administers this program.  BPA, as a federal agency, will obtain a
general NPDES permit from EPA Region 10.  BPA will prepare a
project specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention (SWPP) Plan.
This plan helps ensure that erosion control measures would be
implemented and maintained during construction.  It also
addresses best management practices for stabilization,
stormwater management, and other controls.  Additionally the
SWPP plan contains a site-specific Spill Prevention and Control
(SPC) Plan that covers the project scope of work (including
equipment, materials, and activities).

395-014 Comment noted.  See response to Comment 395-011.

395-015, -016 and -017   KCC 21A.24.360 Streams: Development
Standards — BPA recognizes that King County has adopted
development standards for sites near streams, and that the
streams have buffers depending on how they are classified.
Class 1 streams have 100-foot buffers, Class 2 streams containing
salmonids also have 100-foot buffers, Class 2 streams (without
salmonids) have 50-foot buffers, and Class 3 streams have 25-
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395-030

395-031

395-033

395-032

395-029

395-034

foot buffers.  BPA also understands that King County can increase
buffer widths when necessary to protect streams.

KCC A.24.370 Streams: Permitted Alterations — (A) Alterations
may only be permitted if based on a special study see KCC
21A.24.100; 110; and 120.

BPA has sited its proposed transmission facilities to avoid
sensitive areas like streams and wetlands and their associated
buffer areas.  While all streams would be spanned, tall-growing
vegetation would likely need to be removed in buffer areas to
comply with the National Electric Safety Code.

KCC 2A.24.370 D — This section of the King County Code
allows utilities to be located within stream buffers if:

1. No practical alternative exists; and

2. The utility corridor meets any additional requirements set
forth in the administrative rules including, but not limited to,
requirements for installation, replacement of vegetation and
maintenance.

BPA is undertaking this environmental review to determine the
best alternative to meet the purpose and need of the proposed
project.  The Proposed Action was selected as the preferred
alternative because it meets the project’s purpose and need,
creates the least environmental impact, is technically superior
to the other alternatives and has the least cost.  The Proposed
Action would parallel an existing transmission line, therefore
taking advantage of an existing access road system, minimize
the amount of clearing that would be required (because of the
adjacent transmission line right-of-way), require the least amount
of new conductor, and avoid a second separate crossing of the
Cedar River.

With respect to meeting the additional requirements set forth in
the administrative rules, BPA could not comment without
knowing what these additional “requirements” would be.  In
building, operating and maintaining its high voltage system, BPA
must conform to the National Electric Safety Code to construct,
operate and maintain its facilities in a safe and reliable manner.

395-028
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395-036

395-037

395-038

395-035
KCC 2A.24.370 G — Stream crossings may be allowed and may
encroach on the otherwise required stream buffer if:

1. All crossings use bridges or other construction techniques
which do not disturb the stream bed or bank, except that
bottomless culverts or other appropriate methods to provide
fisheries protection may be used for class 2 or 3 streams if the
applicant demonstrates that such methods and their
implementation will pose no harm to the stream or inhibit
migration of fish;

2. All crossings are constructed during the summer low flow and
are timed to avoid stream disturbance during periods when
use is critical to salmonids;

3. Crossings do not occur over salmonids spawning areas unless
King County determines that no other possible crossing site
exists;

4. Bridge piers or abutments are not placed within FEMA
floodway or the ordinary high watermark;

5. Crossings do not diminish the flood-carrying capacity of the
stream;

6. Underground utility crossings are laterally drilled and
located at a depth of four feet below the maximum depth of
scour for the base flood predicted by a civil engineer
licensed by the State of Washington; and

7. Crossings are minimized and serve multiple purposes and
properties whenever possible.

BPA understands these conditions.  No new stream crossings are
proposed. BPA would use its existing access/spur road system to
cross any streams associated with the proposed project.

KCC 2A.24.370 J — A stream channel may be stabilized if:  (1)
Movement of the stream channel threatens existing residential
or commercial structures, public facilities or improvements,
unique natural resources or the only existing access to
property; and (2) the stabilization is done in compliance with
the requirements of the King County Code 21A.24.230
through 21A.24.270 and administrative rules promulgated
pursuant to this chapter.
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Comment noted.  BPA does not anticipate the need to stabilize
any stream channels associated with the Proposed Action.

KCC 21A.24.130 — As determined by King County, mitigation,
maintenance and monitoring shall be in place to protect
sensitive areas and buffers from alterations occurring on the
development site.

BPA has identified the environmental impact of the proposed
project along with a list of mitigation measures that are designed
to eliminate, or at least minimize, the resulting environmental
impacts.  BPA proposes to undertake monitoring activities to
ensure that any impacts are minimized.

With respect to maintenance activities, BPA would maintain the
proposed transmission line and related facilities to ensure safe
and reliable transmission of high voltage electric power over the
life of the facility, and also to comply with the easement BPA
would have with the underlying landowners.

KCC 21A.06.750 — Mitigation defined.

KCC 21A.24.380 (D) — Replacement or enhancement is
required when a stream or buffer is altered.  Replacement or
enhancement shall result in no net loss of stream functions and
result in no impact to streams.

BPA anticipates no alteration to streams as a result of the
proposed project, however, stream buffers would be affected.
Approximately 14 acres of wetland buffers and stream buffers
would be affected by the Proposed Action (see revised Appendix
D).

KCC21A.24.380 (F) — Mitigation shall be on site and in-kind
unless on site mitigation is not possible, mitigation occurs within
the same subbasin and greater biologic and hydrologic functions
are achieved.

BPA understands this King County ordinance and will work with
the County to develop acceptable mitigation that meets both
agencies’ needs.
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KCC 21A.24.070 — Exceptions to the stream standards are
allowed if no practical alternative exists with less impact on the
sensitive area and the proposal minimizes impacts on sensitive
areas.

BPA understands this exception to the stream standard,
adopted by King County Code.

395-018, -019, and -020 Comments noted.  At the time the DEIS was
released, BPA had not yet designed the proposed project.  BPA
routinely uses the environmental process to design its facilities.
If BPA were to complete the design of its facilities prior to
initiating the environmental review, the affected/interested
publics could not provide meaningful and timely input into
BPA’s decision-making process.  Therefore, the design of a
project typically parallels the environmental process, with the
environmental review out front.

BPA has now delineated all of the sensitive areas within the
proposed right-of-way and has sited all of its facilities
(substation expansion, tower sites and access/spur roads) on
uplands.  No wetlands would be filled as a result of the project.
To do so, BPA would implement extraordinary measures to
construct the project, including requiring the contractor to
construct most towers with a helicopter instead of a truck
mounted boom.  Doing so would reduce the road width
normally needed.  Additionally, BPA would be using a new
footing design (micropiles) to reduce the disturbance area at
each tower site.  See Section 2.1.1.1 of the SDEIS.

BPA disagrees with the County’s evaluation of its proposed
project being inconsistent with its land use plans and zoning
ordinance.  In designing its projects, BPA tries to be consistent
with all federal, state and local plans and programs to the extent
practicable, while still meeting the National Electric Safety Code
requirements, and its own right-of-way maintenance criteria for
safe construction, operation and maintenance of its facilities.
While BPA is not an “applicant” here, since it is a federal agency
and Congress has not waived federal supremacy, it tries to meet
or exceed state and local plans and programs to the extent
practicable.
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See response to Comment 395-006.

Having proposed extraordinary measures to avoid sensitive areas
and mitigate potential impacts, BPA believes that the proposed
project is consistent with the King County’s land use plans and
zoning regulations to the maximum extent practicable.

Construction specifications would be developed before
construction that would show sensitive areas and clearing
required.

395-021 Comment noted.  BPA agrees to provide the appropriate level of
compensatory mitigation for all unavoidable impacts to sensitive
areas, as provided by the King County Code.

395-022 through -028   BPA has prepared a wetland report (see revised
Appendix D) and a Wetlands Delineation Report (sent under
separate cover).  These reports identify the location of the
sensitive areas, the measures BPA has taken to avoid the
sensitive areas to the extent that it can, and what measures
would be taken to reduce impacts to the maximum extent
practicable.

395-029 Herbicides would not be used anywhere on the Cedar River
Watershed.  Outside the Watershed, it is unlikely herbicides
would be used in wetlands and wetland buffers.

395-030 through -034   Please see responses to Comments 394-022, 395-
009, -014, -015, -016, and -017.

395-035 See response to Comment 395-029.

395-036 Potential impacts to these corridors are discussed in Section
4.1.1.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B).

395-037 This source of disturbance is included in construction activities
and is described in Section 4.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report
(Appendix B).

395-038 Impacts to these species are analyzed in the Fisheries Technical
Report (revised Appendix A) and Wildlife Technical Report
(Appendix B).
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395-039

395-039 and -040   Comment noted.
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395-041

395-042

395-040

395-041 Appendix B and Section 4.9 of the SDEIS have been expanded
to provide additional information on impacts to wildlife.  BPA has
been in formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and has completed informal consultation with NOAA
Fisheries (see Appendix U).

See response to Comments 394-062, 394-088, 394-096, 394-
098, 394-100, 394-101, 394-102, 394-227, 394-236, 394-237,
394-240, 394-241, 394-242, 394-247, and 395-006 for
additional information on impacts to wildlife.
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395-043

395-044

395-045

395-042

395-042 See response to Comment 394-065.  In addition, the potential
for noise disturbance outside of the 0.25-mile corridor is
recognized and discussed in Section 4.7.2.5 and mitigation
described in Section 4.7.2.10 of the SDEIS.

395-043 As mentioned in Section 4.1.1.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report
(Appendix B), the proposed transmission line would span the
Cedar River and so it is expected that the corridor in that area
would remain largely intact.  The other corridor would likely be
impacted.  See response to Comment 340-002 for information
about compensatory mitigation.

395-044 Please see response to Comment 394-022.  All streams would be
spanned.

395-045 and -046   Comments noted.  BPA’s proposed project would cross
over two Class 1 Streams (the Cedar and Raging rivers),
however, the proposed project would not involve any ground
disturbing activities within 200 feet of these streams; therefore,
BPA would not be considered to be directly affecting the coastal
zone, and no substantial development permit from King County
is needed.
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395-046
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409-001 Comment noted.

409-001
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409-002

409-003

409-004

409-005

409-002 and -003   Please see response to Comment 349-001 for more
information about conservation.  Please see the response to
Comment 340-003.  A new alternative discussing potential
non-transmission alternatives was added to the SDEIS to fully
disclose current non-transmission options.  Additional
information about the purpose and need for the project have
been added to Chapter 1 of the SDEIS.  Alternative actions
that were considered but dropped, including double-circuiting
in the existing right-of-way through the Cedar River
Watershed, are described in Section 2.3 of the SDEIS.

 409-004 See response to Comment 340-002.

409-005 See response to Comment 340-002.
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408-008

409-006

409-007

409-006 See response to Comment 340-002.

409-007 Comment noted.

409-008 Comment noted.
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413-001 Comment noted.

413-001
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413-002 Please see responses to Comment Letter 395.

413-003 Please see response to Comment 339-001.

413-004 See response to Comments 411-006, 349-001, and 394-090.

413-005 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

413-004

413-002

413-003

413-005
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413-006

413-007

413-006 See response to Comment 340-002.

413-007 Please see response to Comment 382-017.




